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Figure 19-12Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
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Figure 19-14Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Chlordane (gamma)
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Figure 19-15Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Copper
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Figure 19-16Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Chromium
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Figure 19-17Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Mercury
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Figure 19-18Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Lead
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Figure 19-19Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Iron
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Figure 19-20Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Total Organic Carbon
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Figure 21-1Solids Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-22,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-3Mercury Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 22-1a
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1b
Mercury Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1c
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1d
Mercury Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-2e
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1f
Mercury Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-2Lower Passaic River Average Tissue-Sediment Ratio values for 3 Species 
for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 and 2000
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Figure 22-3Lower Passaic River Average Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factor (BSAF) 
values for 3 Species for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 

and 2000
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